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Apnil 18,2002

Mr. Dan Ray

CALFED BRay Dulta Program
1416 Ninth Street, Suite 1133
Sgcramento, California 95814

Dear Mr. Ray,

| am writing to comment on inilial recommendations for the 2002 Ecosysiem Restoranon Program
concerning our proposal (#88) Lower Putah Creck Watershed Pilor Implementation Projects. Note
thar External Scientific Review #3 gave the proposal an overall evaluation of "Excellent” citing in
many instances examples that were overlooked by the other reviewers. The proposal 15 currently
not recommended due al LeasT w Part 1O S0Te CTincal ovurs1ghls, Misinicrprolalions and unfairly
pessimistic assumptions that arc clanficd in these comments. 1T is our hope that clantymng key
pomis will lead 1o reevaluation of the proposal und upgriading 10 of |2ast "directed acTion” sTatus.
For clarity, these commients are organized by type of review and respond diectly to the commuents
of the reviewers.

Sacramento Remional Review: The reviewer missed three references in the proposal {(pages 13,
23 and 28) 1o the hiring of a geomorphologist and unfuirly downgraded The retiability of the
project on the misundersianding that a geomorphologist was not involved m the project. The
reviewer alse failed 1o consider that the Streambkecper posilion 15 only partly funded by the
1.PCCC and that il 1> possible for some Streamkeeper hours o be charged w the proyect and uther
hours used as matching funds. The thacrepancy i web page design costs came about beciuie we
decided 10 request a thurd year of funding for design assistance bul ¢id not make Consisrent
changes al vurnous places i the application. (We would happily accepr two years fundme on this
line tem.)

External Seientific #1: The Exlcrnal 3cientific #1 review unfairly downgraded the proposal out
of concern that the benefits of removing mvasive exolic vegelalion might not outwegh the risks.
Given that invasive weed conmol is an established CALFED objective with many projects already
funded 10 vther walersheds the reviewer appeared w place an undue burden of proof of the
benefits of invasive weed centrol upon tus proposal. The reviewer may be unaware that the four
priciple invasive species are wees and farge shrubs that completely displace nafive plants and
virtually all of the native species thal are dependent on them.  Euealypius towers aver native
cormonwouds and vabks, shading them oul. Aruado forms dense thickers as big as houses that are
impenarable o widhite  Tree of Heyven forms colonies of hundreds of plants thar exclude native
trees #nd shrubs. By their nature, these mvasive species MErddse ds a pereenlage of [ulal npanan
vegerarion every year  Muny nipanan corridors have been completely dominated by Arundo. The
reviewer appears to be unfamihar with the nature of these planis und the widespread longslanding
efforms m coptrol them i the west

308 Elmira Rowd, Fucwville, Califorma 93887 9 Fhone. (330) 3787075 8 Foc: (7075 448-7347 » AT A vwerr gatahoreek. org

The Lovver Pttt Crecd e u"u;af'.'ng l'_.-‘u.rr.wuﬂee' LRIV Y F
Crirca w Lhrves, J"-Hlf'ﬁ-n'fn’f Siprvgee [ &7 Fes stvadte, F oo caed Weekers, LI Fete, Moine FProsrie Walar SEenT,
Fruedt Creck Crarcid, Seluras Coanty Water Agcm v, Seltoes Jrrigeeren Ditrict aid Ui wraeer oof Caadiforrinee, Ervey



May=-15-2002 01:29pm  From=CALFED T-960  P.004/004

The reviewer fuiled 1o constder the 20-year fish and wildlife monitoring commitment on the part
of the L PCCC 1n voncluding thar there 1= limle monworing 1o detect negative impacts. The
assumprion that all moenitoring wark would be perfarmed by the Sireamkevper 1s false and
mconsistent with the deseription of monitoring as marching contributions beyond the
Streamkeeper's hime.

‘The assumplion thal mongoring would be unsciennfic 1= false and out of character for the LPCCC
The LBPCCC reviews fish and wildlife monitorinz proarams i monthly board Meenings and & hoc
technical advisory groups and hures qualdied cxpers such as Dr. Perer Moyle of the Unyversiy of
California, Davis and Thomas Payne Associares for routing fish monjonng snd Dr Andrew
Engilis of the Universiry of California, Davis, and Stratcgic Environmenial, a professional wildlife
monnorng firm fo perform rounne wildhife assessments and special studies on Purah Creek.
Repors are peer reviewed. Two members of the LPCCC are wildlife biologists, one 1= a fisheries
biologist with an advanced degree n hydrology. The assumption that monitoring would be
unRsClentific 1s not consistent with the budget for these services nor the nature of the LPCCC.

Ine of the man objeetives of fish and wildhfe monitering is 10 inform decision making
concering overall management of the creek, especially restoration projects  Few if any
walersheds have 42 much financial commimment and professional expertise applied 10 long lerm
moniwring as L.ower Putah Creek.

The reviewer questioned whether invasive weed control would lead 10 unslable banks However
standard conirol methods for the targel planls, cucalyplus, lamanisk and mee-of-heaven, call for cut
stymp treatmesnt mertheds that leave the seil-helding beneflts of the roor systems inmet for years
unty they decompose. By Then, i most places, nalive vegelation would recolonize these areas
naturally, supplemented 45 needed by more aetve revegetanion projects. Given our concern over
bank stability elsewhere in the proposal it was unfairly pessimistic of the reviewer 1o assume that
we would creare unstable banks by rémoving imvasive planl specics.

The reviewer's concermn That hermcude apphcations mughre lead o negarive impacts on fish or thar
spot weamment of invasive species (especially cut stump reaunents) constifutes "herbicide
ypplications af 4 large scale” are exaggerared. Before | became the Smeamkeeper, | had 13 years
of experience reviewin? fish and wildlife hazards of pestierdes for the California Deparmment of
Pestiende Regulanon including develupment of measuras 1o protect federally listed species from
pesticides. I also had 3 years of experiénce i convenliona farmunyg and 3 yeurs of experience as a
techmcal represenative for an agricultural chemical manufacturer. The assumprion that we would
make ggnorant of reckless applications of herbicides could not be more false.

External Scientific #2: This reviewer glso failed to note the involvemenr of a geomorphologist
(specified on pages 13, 25 and 28 of the proposal) and downgraded the project unfairly by
assuming a lack of expertise for the proposed work.  The reviewer also should have granied
higher marks Tor feasiility for reducnyg sediment runoff from agriculral fields since the project
would expressly implement standard resource conservaron disinet (RCD) protoeols for
conrolling sediment 10 farm runoff  Moreover, the proposal contained appropriate crilena for
determning syccess (sediment copturcd w ponds and waps that would otherwise flow inte the
creek) that were not acknowledged by the reviewsr. 3ince these are pilot projects aftecning less
than ] percent of the acjacent Jands, bedload sediment reduclions 1s an MapPropriae crileria.

Thank you lor the opportumity 0 comment on the Teview of our proposal. When these
clarificyions are mken A0 account, we belleve thar the other reviewers will concur with
conclusions of the Extemnal Scientific Review #3 that this is on the whole an excellent proposal
worthy of support by the Ecosystem Review Program and uperading of the proposal to ar least
"direcred acnion” salus.

Sincerely,

Rich Marovich,
Streamkeeper
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